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Sir: 

In reply to the June 27, 2006 Office Action, reconsideration of the application is 
respectfully requested in light of the following remarks. 
Claims 1-24 are pending in this application. 

Applicant thanks Examiner Coughlan for the courtesy extended to Applicant's 
representative, Mr. Luo, during the July 28, 2006 personal interview. The substance of the 
personal interview is incorporated in the following remarks. 

The Office Action rejects claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The May 9, 2006 Amendment pointed out that the terms "diagnosis value," 
"recommendation value," and "education value" are discussed in the specification at, for 
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example, paragraph [0114]. However, the Office Action asserts that paragraph [0114] does 
not describe those terms. 

During the personal interview, it was discovered that the Office Action referred to 
paragraph [0114] of the publication of the application, instead of the originally filed 
specification of the application. Thus, it was agreed that those terms are supported in the 
specification at paragraph [0114]. 

In view of the above, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 and 24 
under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, is respectfully requested. 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 3-12, 17, 18 and 20-24 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) 
over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0149681 to Frees et al. ("Frees"); rejects claims 2 and 
10 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Frees in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0036939 
to Flores et al. ("Flores"); rejects claims 4, 8, 12, 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over 
Frees in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0129575 to L'Allier et al. ("L'Allier"); and 
rejects claims 13-16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Frees in view of L'Allier. These rejections 
are respectfully traversed. 

The Office Action asserts that the feature "collaboration level" recited in the claims is 
equivalent to "collaboratively derived decision" disclosed in Frees. However, as discussed 
during the personal interview, the "collaboration level" is an evaluation of a "collaboration," 
while the "collaboratively derived decision" only discloses a decision that is derived through 
collaboration. The decision, although derived through collaboration, does not disclose or 
suggest an evaluation of collaboration itself. 

As discussed during the personal interview, the claims are directed to methods, 
systems and computer storage media for evaluating a collaboration level within a team among 
a plurality of team members. For example, claim 1 recites "providing one or more topics of 
concern to the collaboration level ." The features of "collaboration level" and "evaluating a 
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collaboration level" are described in the specification at, for example, paragraphs [0017], 
[0040], [0058], [0126], [0127] and [0133]. For example, paragraph [0126] describes mutual 
understanding among team members, and paragraph [01 18] describes evaluating task 
progress and determining who provides task backups. 

On the other hand, Frees only discloses "collaboration" among team members to select 
from different proposals for a plan to accomplish a task. See paragraph [0010]. The 
collaboration among the team members may include evaluating a proposal to decide whether 
that proposal should be adopted. See paragraphs [0123]-[0125]. However, Frees does not 
disclose or suggest evaluating collaboration itself. 

As discussed during the personal interview, an evaluation of a team member's 
proposal discussed through collaboration does not disclose or suggest evaluating a level of 
collaboration itself. Thus, Frees does not disclose or suggest "collaboration level" or 
"evaluating a collaboration level" as recited in the claims. Also, Flores and L'AUier do not 
supply the subject matter lacking in Frees. 

In view of the above, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-24 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) and 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

During the personal interview, the Examiner kindly informed Applicant that one or 
more additional references may be available to be combined with the references of record to 
possibly render obvious the subject matter recited in the claims. Applicant will review the 
formulation of such possible rejections before seeking grounds for traversal. However, it is 
respectfully submitted that motivation to combine must be present to suggest any such 
combination. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of claims 1-24 are earnestly 
solicited. 

-3- 



Application No. 10/685,446 

Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number set forth below. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Thomas J. Pardini 
Registration No. 30,411 



Gang Luo 

Registration No. 50,559 



TJP:GXL/smo 



Date: August 7, 2006 



Oliff & BERRIDGE, PLC 
P.O. Box 19928 
Alexandria, Virginia 22320 
Telephone: (703) 836-6400 



DEPOSIT ACCOUNT USE 
AUTHORIZATION 



Please grant any extension 

necessary for entry; 
Charge any fee due to our 
Deposit Account No. 15-0461 
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